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Appeal* for the Ninth Circuit denied. Mr. 
Justice Douglas, finding no violation of 
the principles in Miranda v Arizona, 234 
US 435, 16 L ed 2d 694, SS S Ct 1602, 10 
ALR3d 974, is of the opinion that ceriiorari 
should be granted and the judgment below 
aflSrmed. 

Same ease below, 251 F2d 893. 

Laughlin E. Waters for petitioner. 
Solicitor General Marshall, Acting A»- 
alstant Attorney General Roberta, Joseph 
li. Howard and John P. Burke for the 
United States. 


No. 1281. DONALD E. SULLINS, Peti- 
tioner. v CALIFORNIA 
384 US 1011, 16 L ed 2d 1018, 86 S Ct 
1921. 

June 20, 1968. Petition for writ of cer- 
tiorari to the District Court of Appeal of 
California, Fourth Appellate District, de- 
nied. Mr. Justice Douglas, finding* no vio- 
lation of the principles in Miranda v Ari- 
xona, 384 US 426, 16 L ed 2d 634, 86 S Ct 
1602, 10 ALR3d 974, is of the opinion that 
certiorari abould be granted and the judg- 
ment below affirmed. 

Charles Orlando Pratt and Sherman L. 
Cohn for petitioner. 

Thomas C. Lynch, Attorney Genera] of 
California, William E. James, Assistant 
Attorney General, and William L. Zssstr, 
Deputy Attorney General, for respondent 
Kirkpatrick W. Dilling for National 
Health Federation, as amici curiae, in sup- 
port of the petition. 

John Alvin Croghan for American Nat- 
ural Hygiene Society, Inc;, as amici curiae, 
in support of the petition. ‘ 


No. 1004. ANTHONY RUSSO, Petitioner, 

▼ NEW JERSEY et al. 

834 US 1012, 16 L ed 2d 1018, 86 S Ct 
1916. 

June 20, 1966. Petition for writ of cer- 
tiorari to the United States Court of Ap- 
peals for the Third Circuit denied. Hr. 
Jostles Dccgiae is of the opinion that cer- 
tiorari should be granted and the judg- 
ment below vacated. Ha would remand the 
case for reconsideration in light of Mir- 
anda v Arisons, 334 US 433, 16 L ed 2d 
694, 86 S Ct 1602, 10 ALPr3d 974, it being 
impossible to say on the record whether 
the principles announced in that cans have 
been violated. 

Same case below, 351 F2d 429. 

Raymond A. Brown and Irving L Vog-1- 
rnn for petitioner. 

Brendan T. Byrne for respondents. 
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COURT REPORTS 16 L ed 2d 

No. 1146. ABP-AHA!f W. BOLDEN, Peti- 
tioner, ▼ UNITED STATES 
384 US 1012, 16 L ed 2d 1018, 85 S Ct 
1919. 

June 20, 1966. Petition for writ of cer- 
tiorari to tha United States Court of Ap- 
peals for tha Seventh Circuit darned. Mr. 
Justice Douglas is the opinion that 
certiorari should be granted and the judg- 
ment below vacated.. He would remand the 
case for reconsideration in light of Mir- 
anda ▼ ■ Arisons, 384 US 425, 16 L ed 2d 
694, 86 S Ct 1602, 10 ALRSd 974, it being 
impossible to say on the record whether the 
principles announced In that case have been 
violated. 

Same case below, 355 F2d 452. 

Ed ward J. Caliban, Jr., fer petitioner. 
Solicitor General Marshall, Assistant At- 
torney General Vinson, Eeatrice Rosen- 
berg a::d Julia P. Cooper for the United 
States. 


No. 1232. A. C. CAVELL, Superintend- 
ent, State Correctional Institution, Peti- 
tioner, v CHARLES E. WHITING 
384 US 1004, 16 L ed 2d 1318, 88 S Ct 
1921. 

June 20, 1966. Motion of respondent 
for 'leave to proceed in forma pauperis 
granted. Petition for writ of certiorari to 
the United States Court of Appeals for 
the Third Circuit denied. 

Same caae below, 353 F2d 132. 

Frank P. Lnwley, Jr. t Deputy Attorney 
General of Pennsylvania, for petitioner. 


No. 1259. WILLIAM R. McKEE, Peti- 
tioner, v NEW YORK CENTRAL 
RAILROAD CO. 

884 US 1004, 16 L ed 2d 1018, 85 S Ct 

1UU. 

June 20, 1956. Petition for writ of cer- 
tiorari to the United States Court of Ap- 
peals for the Sixth Circuit denied. Mr. 
Justice Douglas took no part in the con- 
sideration or decieion of this petition. 
Same case below, 355 72 d 165. 

Marshall L Nurenberg for petitioner. 

J. F. Dolan and T. R. Siultna for re- 
spondent. 


No. 1274. BEAUFORT CONCRETE COl, 
Petitioner, v ATLANTIC STATES 
CONSTRUCTION CO. 

884. US 1004, 15 L ed 2d 1013. 85 S Ct 

1908. . .. 

June 20, 195-3. Petition for writ of ax- 
tic rxri to the United St^>j Court ef Ap- 
peals for the fifth Circuit dmkd. w 
Dissenting opinion by Mr. Justice Blachj 


